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REMARKS 

L Claims 21-37 are pending in the present application. 

II. Claims 21 -37 were rejected under 35 U.S^C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
"Tangible Computation Bricks: Building-blocks for Physical Microworlds" ("McNemey"). 
Although the examiner stated (on page 3) that claims 21-37 were rejected under 35 U.S,C. 
102(b), the examiner articulated, reasons (on pages 3-4) for rejection of only claims 21-25, 
27-2j8,31-37 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b). For the reasons set forth below. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the claims as amended herein overcome this rejection. 

Before discussing the rejection, it would be useful to review Applicants* invention. 
In Applicants' invention, a plurality of rigid members are provided wherein when the 
plurality of members are connected to one another, they form a stack. Further, when the 
members are so connected they are also elcctncally connected. Each member contains a 
memory for storage of at least one computer, program instruction. Collectively the stack 
comprises a computer program which is for execution by a computer residing external to 
the stack. In addition, the invention comprises a base block containing a computer for 
executing a computer program that is stored in a stack external to the base block: 

Turning to claim 21, it can be seen that it recites a rigid member having a first surface 
with a protrusion thereon and a second surface having a receptacle. The protrusion provides for 
mechanically stacking one stackable block to the receptacle of another stackable block. The 
receptacle receives the protrusion of another stackable member. Within the rigid member there is 
provided a memory for storage of at least one computer program instruction. When the plurality 
of stackable blocks arc mechanically stacked, a plurality of instructions are electrically connected 
forming a computer program. The computer program is ^ 'for execution bv a computer external to 
ggudblock.** In short, each member has a memory for storage of at least one computer program 
instruction, and wherein the collective computer program instructions form a computer program, 
which is executable by a separate computer external to the block. Because the member has only 
a memory, it is simple and cheap- 
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Turning to claim 2 1, the examiner alleged that McNemey discloses a memory for 
storage of at least one computer program instruction, and cited Page 4 coL 1 as support 
therefore. Applicantsrespectfully traverse this characterization of McNemey. 
Specifically, McNemey discloses a microprocessor^ not inexpensive memory, in each of its 
blocks. See: Page 1, right column. See also Figure 3, . 

The aittlior has implemcBted mdh a sj'Stcm by eml>edding 
Logo I Z3-] pro^TMmabfe micro PToces^tor^ mto small^ cus- 
icsm-bui It LBGrO bricks. This system is a power fu I exam - 

In addition, see Page 3, right column of McNerncy which discloses: 

At the core building-block, of the sy stem is a programmabie 
microprocessor ciinbedded m a. plastk 6x2 LE<jO System® 
brick.. The ■ B-ri ck''s microproce5.sor architecture i s based o-n 
that of the Cricket [20j. The Cricket is oiie in a series of 
small, battery-'powered inicrocontrollers developed at MiT 
that inspired the commercially sticcessfu! LEOO Mind- 
storms RCX ^'programmabb biick.** Although the Cricket 

Finally, McNerney in Page 4, leA column, the same location where the examiner alleged 
the disclosure, McNemey states: 

A Cricket has two analog sensor ports, tvvo motor control 
ports a serial peripheral interface bus, a piezoelectric 
beeper, a wireless ijifrared transtceiver, but perhaps more 
importantly, it all fits neatly qn top of a 9v battery holder. 
Mqt Only can programs written in Logo on a PC be down- 
loaded into a Cricket via the infifafed link* but the user can 
observe and debug T?rograTtis inside a Cricket by typing 
Logo statements at an interacdve command-line interface. 
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Although McNcmcy discloses that it provides for a card slot which can accommodate a 
non-volatile memory interface, there are two deficiencies of this disclosure. 

Back. below. The special card slot m the side of the Bi:kk 
servers a number of (electronic) mterfjscc purposes: 

* Aimlog sensor Enput 

^ Noil -TOlatxIe rijemory iBterfac© (e.g- OQn&taBts ) 

First, there is no disclosure in McNemey of a memory for storage of at least one computer 
program instruction in each stackable block, such that when a plurality of stackable blocks are 
mechanically stacked, a computer program is formed. Further, McNemey appears to disclose at 
best a non-volatile memory for storage of "constants" - not computer program instructions. 

Second, there is no disclosure in McNemey tliat when the plurality of stackable blocks 
are mechanically stacked a computer program is formed for execution by a computer external to 
the block. It appears that at best the non-volatile memory with its constants are executed by the 
microprocessor contained in the same block. 

Having a microprocessor in every stackable block in a stack in contrast to an external one 
that will execute a stack of memoiy not only implies a different technology but results in 
different cost benefits. First, as discussed in the specification (see pal-agraph [0006J), since one 
must know how to "program" the stackable Brick to be able to "get under the hood", the toy is 
clearly not a toy designed to teach programming. In other words, because one must know 
programming in order to program the stackable bricks, it is not possible to teach programming 
which is the purpose of the present invention. Second, the use of a microprocessor in each 
stackable Brick is expensive in contrast with the present invention with its use of inexpensive 
memory. Therefore, for all these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that McNemey does not 
disclose each and evciy element of claim 21 and does not anticipate claim 21. 

With respect to claims 22 and 23, since.Aesc ate dependent claims that depend on clairp 
21; for the same reason that claim 21 is not anticipated by McNemey, claims 22 and 23 are also 
not anticipated by McNemey. 

•With respect to claim 24, it is also not anticipated by McNemey for the same reasons with 
respect to claims 22 and 23. However, in addition, claim 24 recites that the memory is a non- 
volatile memory for the storage of at least one instruction. Although page 4, col, 2 of McNemey 
discloses that each "Brick" of McNemey 
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It does not disclose that the function of "programming" is caused by an instruction stored in a 
non-volatile memory. In fact, because each "Brick" has a microprocessor, the function of each 
"Brick" is caused by the ftinction of the microprocessor - not a computer program instruction 
that must be executed by a computer external to the stack, as recited in claim 21. Thus, claim 24 
is not anticipated by McNemey. 

With respect to claim 25, it depends ultimately on claim 21 , and for the same reasons 
discussed with regard lo the non-applicability of McNemey to claim 21, Applicants hereby 
incorporate those reasons. In addition, however, claim 25 recites that the non-volatile memory 
stores a plurality of instructions. In response, the examiner alleged that this is disclosed in 
McNemey at Page 4, col. 1, last paragraph. However, a careful reading of that section of 
McNerasy reveals that it discloses only: 



Tlie work desscribe h&ie sits siparelj between vkual pro* 
gmmming languages [24» 32]:, laKgibk intExfaces f12/l5. 
34, 35, 37, 39], and "end-u^ier" prog ra mm tug [33). It 
focuses specifically or cMldren m programmers. A number 
of programming .wtems have been designed for chitdren: 
hogo [Z. 231, ObJectL^go [9], theTORTLS Button Box and 
Slot Madiine (241, ToonTa^k [^K Cocoa (ak.a. ICidSim) 
[32L Agentsheets [ J U 2^5], and AlgoBbck (34, 35], just to 
nmi.e a fe^^v. This \mjk follows previous research done at 
the Epiixtsmology simd Learnt tig group at the MIT Media 
Lab, where researchers have developed a number of com- 
putational toys [ I 2% 30] designed with education in 
mind. The Tangible. Compuitation Bricks project was 
heavily influenced by tbe methodology and research 
agenda of the *^BeyoRd Black Boxes'* (BBB> initiative, 
des-igned to encourage kids to exploie science by building 
their own scientifk; apparatus. 
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Applicants hereby invite the examiner to explain how this paragraph discloses the non-volatile 

memory stores a plurality of instructions. Applicants respectfully submit that this rejection is in 
error. 

With respect to claims 27-28, these claims are dependent claims that depend on claim 21 . 
For the same reason that claim 21 is not anticipated by McNemey, claims 27 and 28 are also not 
anticipated by McNemey, 

With respect to claim 3 1 , it recites that the stackable block has a port for connectii^ to 
another stackable block, where the other stackable block has a memory for storing an 
(un)conditional branching computer program instruction. The port is for connecting to the 
(un)conditiona] branching computer program instruction. 

With respect to claim 3 U it depends on claim 2 1, and for the same reasons as discussed 
previously claim 3 1 is not anticipated by McNemey. Further, the examiner alleged that claim 31 
is anticipated by McNemey based upon the disclosure on page 4 and coL 1 . However, a careful 
review of p^e 4 and coL 1 of McNemey shows that McNemey does not disclose each and every 
element of claim 3 1 , and thus does not anticipate claim 3 1 , Specifically, although McNemey 
discloses a port in its "Brick", for the *'Brick" to respond to communication from the "Brick" 
below, there is no disclosure that the port is for connecting to an (un)conditional branching 
computer program instruction in the other "Brick". Thus, the rejection of cMm 3 1 based upon ■ 
McNemey is in error. 

With respect to claim 32, it is dependent upon claim 21. Therefore, for the same reasons 
stated with regard to the rejection of claim 21 as being in error, Applicants reiterate those 
reasons. Furthermore, claim 32 recites the stackable block as having a port-for connecting to the 
computer program instruction that is stored in a memory of another stackable block. Applicants 
respectfully submit d\at McNemey does not teach this feature of claim 32. Specifically, although 
McNerney teaches a port in its stackable port, McNemey does hot teach that port bemg 
connectable to the computer program instruction of another stackable block. Thus, p. 4, col, 1 
cited by the examiner, as allegedly disclosing the elements of claim 32, merely states: 

and a Lsccond serial peripheral bus. This additkmal hm port 
altowii the Brkk to respond to communtcattonii from the 
Brick below. The special card ;j;lot. in the side of the Brick 

Note, that this passage of McNemey does not disclose that the port is connectable to the 
computer program instruction in a memory of a stackable block. Therefore, for this additional 
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reason. Applicants respectftilly submit that the rejection of claim 32 based upon McNemey is in 
error. 

Claim 33 i$ an independent claim. It recites a board which can be adapted lo fit into a 
stack of one or more blocks with each having a non- volatile memory for the storage of one or 
more computer program instructions forming a computer program. The board has a computer for 
receiving the computer program when the stack is fitted onto the board and for executing the 
computer program. Thus, necessarily, the computer program which is executed by the computer 
is external to the board. In rejecting claim 33, the examiner asserted that it is fully anticipated by 
McNemey as allegedly disclosed in McNemey at p. 3, col. 2- page 4, col. 1. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Specifically^ as disclosed in McNemey (page 3, coL 2), each stackable brick of McNemey 
has a microprocessor which is prograramable. 

At the core Mlding-Mock qf the s^stsm is. a prcigmmirtabk 
eikrop:roce.sM3r epfibedde^ in aplastic 6x2 LEC3D Syjitem®' 
hrick. The Brick^s Tnicrcjproces'v^^^^ is bas<;d on 

. that of the Cricket. [20]; The Cricket is one in a sericii of 
small, battery-powered trticrocontrDlers enveloped at MJT 
that, inxptred the comioiercialiy succes^^ful LEGO Mtnd^ 
Morm.^ RCX ''programmable brkk." Although the Cricket 

Thus, the microprocessor of McNemey within each brick is programmed by the instructions 
contained within the brick. In short, McNemey*s board does not receive a computer program 
from a stack wherein the stack is extemal to the board and contains one or more computer 
program instructions that form a computer program. Therefore, the rejection of claim 33 based 
upon McNemey is in error. 

Claims 34-35 depend on claim 33, and for the same reasons stated heretofore with regard 
to the erroneous rejection of claim 33 based upon McNemey, Applicants reiterate those reasons 
herein. 

Claim 36 depends on claim 33, and for the same reasons stated heretofore with regard to 
the erroneous rejection of claim 33 based upon McNemey, Applicants reiterate those reasons 
herein. However, in addition, claim 36 recitcs.the block having a compiler associated with the 
computer for compiling the computer program from the stack to generate a compiled computer * 
program and for executing the compiled computer program. The examiner alleged that a 
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compiler is disclosed by is4cNcrney at page 3, col, 2 - page 4, col. L Applicants respectfully 

request the examiner to <iisclose in greater particularity as to where this is disclosed by 

McNemey, Applicants have reviewed the passage cited by the examiner and are unable to 

discern the disclosure of a compiler as recited in claim 36. 

Claim 37 depends on claim 33, and for the same reasons stated heretofore with regard to 
the erroneous rejection of claim 33 based upon McNerncy, Applicants reiterate those reasons 
herein. However, in addition, claim 37 recites the block having an interpreter associated with the 
computer for interpreting the computer program from the stack to generate an interpreted 
computer program and for executing the interpreted computer program. The examiner alleged 
that an interpreter is disclosed by McNemey at page 3, col. 2 - page 4, coh 1. Applicants 
respectfully request the examiner to disclose in greater particularity as to where this is disclosed 
by McNerney. Applicants have reviewed the passage cited by the examiner and are unable to 
discern the disclosure of an interpreter as recited in claim 37. 

Therefore for all these reasons. Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of . 
claims 21-25, 27-28, 31-37 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by McNemey 
was improper. 

Ill Claims 26> 29-30 were rejected under 35 U.S,C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McNerney. 

In rejecting claim 26, the examiner asserted that McNemey discloses all of the claimed 
. subject matter with the exception of the disclosure of storing a copyright protected work in 
memory. Claim 26 depends on claim 2h Thus, claim 26 also has all of the limitations of claim 
21. As discussed previously, claim.21 is not anticipated by McNemey, because McNemey docs 
not disclose 1) a memory for storage of at least one computer program iustruction, such 
that when a plurality of stackable blocks are mechanically stacked, a computer program is 
formed; and 2) when the plurality of stackable blocks are mechanicaUy stacked a computer 
program is formed for execution by a computer external to the block. Thus, even if it were 
obvious that storing a copyright protected work in memory is not unique, an assumption not 
conceded by Applicants, the rejection would still not result in Applicants' invention as claimed 
in claim 26, for the above stated reasons, with regard to claim 21, from which claim 26 depend. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 29 and 30, the examiner alleged that McNemey 
discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of disclosing the feature of a block 
that is substantially rectilinearly shaped (claim 29)' axid asymmetrically shaped (claim 30). 
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However, claims 29 and 30 depend on claim 21 . For the same reasons articulated with respect to 
the improper rejection of claim 26, Applicants reiterate those reasons, and respectfully request 
reconsideration of claims 29-30. 

For the foregoing reasons. Applicants respectfully submit that the claims as 
amended herein are now in condition for allowance. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: Mav 14, 2007 



By. 



Ronald L. YiiH 



Reg. No. 27,607 
Attorney for Applicants 



Ronald L. Yin 
547 Sullivan Drive 
Mountain View. CA. 94041 
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